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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent 
basis for tlie claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(1 ) and MPEP 

§ 608.01 (o). Correction of the following is required: 

The specification is objected to because it does not mention "a computer 
readable medium" that is claimed in claims 36-94. 

2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 40, 58-62, 64-66, 68-70, 72-75, 77-81 , 83-84, 86-92, 94, 95, 98- 

1 00, 1 02, and 1 05 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) because of the following 
informalities: 

Regarding claim 40, the term "service characteristics" in dine 3 seems to 
refer bacl< to "service characteristics" in claim 39 line 3. If this is true, it is 
suggested to change the term "service characteristics" to "the service 
characteristics". 

Regarding claim 58, the beginning term "A computer readable medium" 
seems to refer back to the beginning term "A computer readable medium" of 
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claim 57. If this is true, it is suggested to change "A computer readable medium" 
to The computer readable medium — . The same or similar objections apply to 
claims 59-62, 64-66, 68-70, 72-75, 77-81, 83-84, 86-89, and 91-92. 

Regarding claim 68, it is suggested to change the term "the hop cost" in 
line 2 to — a hop cost — . 

Regarding claim 69, it is suggested to change the term "the importance 
value" in line 2 to — an importance value — . 

Regarding claim 94, the beginning term "A device" seems to refer back to 
the beginning term "A device" of claim 93. If this is true, it is suggested to change 
"A device" to The device — . 

Regarding claim 95, the ending term "one or more predetermined factors" 
seems to refer back to the term "one or more predetermined factors" in line 8. If 
this is true, it is suggested to change "one or more predetermined factors" to — 
the one or more predetermined factors. 

Regarding claim 98, the beginning term "A process" seems to refer back 
to the beginning term "A computer implemented process" of claim 97. If this is 
true, it is suggested to change "A process" to The process — . 

Regarding claim 99, it is suggested to change the term "the spread 
network knowledge" in line 1 to — a spread network knowledge — , and to 
change the term "the identity" in line 5 to — an identity — . 
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Regarding claim 100, it is suggested to change tine term "tine frequency" in 
line 1 to — a frequency — . 

Regarding claim 102, it is suggested to change the term "the cumulative 
service characteristics" in line 5 to — cumulative service characteristics — . 

Regarding claim 105, it is suggested to change the term "the preferred 
neighbor" in line 8 to — a preferred neighbor --. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 36-94 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory matter. 

For claims 36-94, they all claim "computer readable medium" and are 
transitory signals per se, since there is no records showing the "computer 
readable medium" is a non-transitory storage medium either in the claims or in 
the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set fortli in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), tliat are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 19, 21-36, 38-42, 44-59, 63, 67-74, 76-80, 82, 83, 85-87, 90-106 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Harvey et al. 
(US 2004/0054807) in view of Robinson (US 2003/0177263). 



For claim 19, Harvey et al. teach the self-organizing network comprising: a 
plurality of nodes (paragraph [0025] lines 14-21); at least one link interconnecting 
neighbouring ones of the nodes (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6); each of the nodes 
being operable to maintain information about each of the other nodes that is 
within a first portion of the nodes (paragraph [0058] lines 1-14), the information 
including: (i) a first identity of another one of the nodes within the first portion 
(paragraph [0183] lines 1-7); (ii) for each first identity, a second identity 
representing a neighbouring node that is a desired step to reach the another one 
of the nodes respective to the first identity (paragraph [0183] lines 1-7). 
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Harvey et al. teach all the subject matter with the exception of 
implementing the third identity representing a neighbouring node that is a desired 
step to send a request for information about the nodes in a second portion of the 
nodes. Robinson from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, each of the nodes is operable to maintain a 
third identity representing a neighbouring node that is a desired step to send a 
request for information about the nodes in a second portion of the nodes that is 
not included in the first portion (paragraph [0100] lines 1-13). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of 
Robinson in the system of Harvey et al. The method of Harvey et al. can be 
implemented on any type of the method implementing the third identity 
representing a neighbouring node that is a desired step to send a request for 
information about the nodes in a second portion of the nodes, which is taught by 
Robinson. The motivation for using the method of Harvey et al. in implementing 
the third identity representing a neighbouring node that is a desired step to send 
a request for information about the nodes in a second portion of the nodes is to 
provide a better way to transfer the data. 

For claim 21 , Harvey et al. teach all the subject matter with the exception 
of implementing each of the nodes to exchange information with its neighbouring 
nodes. Robinson from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, each of the nodes is operable to exchange 
the information with its neighbouring nodes (paragraph [0100] lines 1-13). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the 
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method of Robinson in the system of Harvey et al. The method of Harvey et al. 
can be implemented on any type of the method implementing each of the nodes 
to exchange information with its neighbouring nodes, which is taught by 
Robinson. The motivation for using the method of Harvey et al. in implementing 
each of the nodes to exchange information with its neighbouring nodes is to 
provide a better way to transfer the data in the network. 

For claim 22, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein at least one link has 
a set of service characteristics such that any path between two of the nodes has 
a cumulative set of service characteristics (paragraph [0455] lines 1-2 and 
paragraph [0456] lines 1-3). 

For claim 23, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein the information 
includes the cumulative set; and the desired step associated with the second 
identity is based on which of the paths has a desired cumulative set of service 
characteristics (paragraph [0457] lines 1-11). 

For claim 24, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein the service 
characteristics include bandwidth (paragraph [0431] lines 1-18). 

For claim 25, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein the nodes are at 
least one of computers, telephones, sensors, personal digital assistants 
(paragraph [0161] lines 1-7). 

For claim 26, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein at least one link is 
based on a wireless connection (paragraph [0058] lines 1-14). 
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For claim 27, Harvey et al. teach the networl< wherein a networl< core is 
formed between neighbouring nodes that determine each other is a desired step 
to locate the nodes within the second portion (paragraph [0453] lines 1-10). 

For claim 28, Harvey et al. teach all the subject matter with the exception 
of implementing the node to deliver instructions to other nodes between the core 
and itself. Robinson from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, wherein each node is operable to deliver 
instructions to other nodes between the core and itself to maintain information 
about itself (paragraph [0100] lines 1-13). Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Robinson in the system 
of Harvey et al. The method of Harvey et al. can be implemented on any type of 
the method implementing each node to deliver instructions to other nodes 
between the core and itself, which is taught by Robinson. The motivation for 
using the method of Harvey et al. in implementing each node to deliver 
instructions to other nodes between the core and itself is to provide a better way 
to transfer the data in the network. 

For claim 29, Harvey et al. teach the network wherein the information 
includes, for each the first identity, a value representing a distance-to-data 
marked stream for the node associated with the first identity (paragraph [0073] 
lines 10-15). 

For claim 30, Harvey et al. teach all the subject matter with the exception 
of implementing the nodes associated with the first identity are ranked in an 
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ascending order. Robinson from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, wherein nodes associated with the first 
identity are ranked in an ascending order increasing according to the distance 
and the instructions are delivered to those nodes according to the rank 
(paragraph [0008] lines 6-16). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Robinson in the system of 
Harvey et al. The method of Harvey et al. can be implemented on any type of the 
method implementing the nodes associated with the first identity are ranked in an 
ascending order, which is taught by Robinson. The motivation for using the 
method of Harvey et al. in implementing the nodes associated with the first 
identity are ranked in an ascending order is to implement the sequential routing 
algorithm for transferring data in the network. 

For claim 31 , Harvey et al. teach the network comprising at least 2,000 
nodes interconnected by a plurality of links (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6). 

For claim 32, Harvey et al. teach the network comprising at least 5,000 
nodes interconnected by a plurality of links (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6). 

For claim 33, Harvey et al. teach the network comprising at least 10,000 
nodes interconnected by a plurality of links (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6). 

For claim 34, Harvey et al. teach the network comprising at least 100,000 
nodes interconnected by a plurality of links (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6). 
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For claims 35 and 36, they both are similar to claim 19. Claims 35 and 36 
are rejected for the same reasons as to claim 19. 

For claims 38-40, these three claims are similar to claims 21-23 
individually. Claims 38-40 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 21-23. 

For claim 41 , Harvey at al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the service characteristics include bandwidth (paragraph [0431] lines 1-18). 

For claim 42, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the service characteristics include latency (paragraph [0457] lines 1-11). 

For claims 44-47, these four claims are all similar to claim 25. Claims 44- 
47 are rejected for the same reasons as to claim 25. 

For claims 48-56, these claims are similar to claims 26-34 individually. 
Claims 48-56 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 26-34. 

For claim 57, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium for 
storing a set of programming instructions for execution by, or on behalf of, a first 
node on a hierarchical network having a plurality of nodes and at least one link 
interconnecting each of the nodes (paragraph [0327] lines 1-9), the instructions 
causing a computing apparatus to select and maintain information about a parent 
node, the parent node comprising a neighbouring node in the network that is 
above the first node in respect to the hierarchy of the network or equal to the first 
node when there is no node that is above the first node (paragraph [0327] lines 
1-9). 
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For claim 58, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the instructions cause the computer apparatus to select among a plurality of 
parent nodes based on which parent node is the next best step to a 
predetermined set of other nodes on the networl< (paragraph [0327] lines 1-9). 

For claim 59, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the instructions cause the computer apparatus to select and maintain information 
about a plurality of parent nodes in the network to facilitate formation of different 
hierarchies within the same network (paragraph [0327] lines 1-9). 

For claim 63, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium for 
storing a set of programming instructions for execution by, or on behalf of, a first 
node on a self-organizing network having a plurality of nodes and at least one 
link interconnecting the nodes (paragraph [0065] lines 1-6), the instructions 
causing a computing apparatus to select and remove information about one or 
more missing nodes in the network by delaying the sending of predetermined 
classes of updates to the network (paragraph [0327] lines 1-9). 

For claim 67, it is similar to claim 63. Claim 67 is rejected for the same 
reasons as to claim 63. 

For claim 68, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium where 
the predetermined internal state is where the hop cost to the node increases 
more then a predetermined amount (paragraph [0098] lines 1-18). 
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For claim 69, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium where 
the predetermined internal state Is where the importance value associated with 
the node increases more then a predetermined amount (paragraph [0327] lines 
1-9). 

For claim 70, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium where 
the predetermined class indicates that no route is possible to the node via the 
sending node (paragraph [0098] lines 1-10). 

For claims 71-74, these four claims are similar to claims 67-70 individually. 
Claims 71-74 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 67-70. 

For claims 76 and 77, these two claims are similar to claims 63 and 68 
individually. Claims 76 and 77 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 63 
and 68. 

For claims 78-80, these three claims are similar to claims 63, 22, and 23 
individually. Claims 78-80 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 63, 22, 
and 23. 

For claim 82, it is similar to claim 63. Claim 82 is rejected for the same 
reasons as to claim 63. 

For claim 83, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the instructions further cause the computing apparatus to perform an 0(1) lookup 
for packet routing when the first node receives a data packet having a specific 
node number identifying another node (paragraph [0384] lines 1-9). 
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For claim 85, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium for 
storing a set of programming instructions for execution by, or on behalf of, a first 
node on a self-organizing network having a plurality of nodes and at least one 
link interconnecting each of the nodes, the instructions causing a computing 
apparatus to forward messages from a source node to a destination node via 
neighbors depending on the latency to the destination node via the neighbors 
(paragraph [0258] lines 1-6). 

For claim 86, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
the latency of the internal message queue of messages for a destination node is 
used to decide which neighbor messages for the destination node should be sent 
to (paragraph [0258] lines 1-6). 

For claim 87, Harvey et al. teach the computer readable medium wherein 
messages for a destination node are sent to a neighbor node if the latency to the 
destination node from the neighbor node is equal or less then the latency of the 
message queue for messages being sent to the destination node (paragraph 
[0258] lines 1-6). 

For claims 90-92, these three claims are similar to claims 19, 22, and 58 
individually. Claims 90-92 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 19, 22, 
and 58. 

For claims 93 and 94, these two claims are similar to claims 19 and 25 
individually. Claims 93 and 94 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 19 
and 25. 
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For claims 95-97, these three claims are all similar to claim 19. Claims 95- 
97 are rejected for the same reasons as to claim 19. 

For claim 98, it is similar to claim 24. Claim 98 is rejected for the same 
reasons as to claim 24. 

For claims 99-1 01 , these three claims are all similar to claim 1 9. Claims 
99-101 are rejected for the same reasons as to claim 19. 

For claims 102-104, these three claims are similar to claims 23, 19, and 
87 individually. Claims 102-104 are rejected for the same reasons as to claims 
23, 19, and 87. 

For claims 1 05 and 1 06, they both are similar to claim 1 9. Claims 1 05 and 
106 are rejected for the same reasons as to claim 19. 



9. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Harvey et al. (US 2004/0054807) in view of Robinson (US 2003/0177263) as 
applied to claim 36 above, and further in view of Lagno et al. (US 2005/0070303). 

For claim 43, Harvey et al. and Robinson teach all the subject matter with 
the exception of implementing the service characteristics including bit error rate. 
Lagno et al. from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches implementing 
fairness of the method, wherein the service characteristics include bit error rate 
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(paragraph [0077] lines 6-19). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Lagno et al. in the system of 
Harvey et al. and Robinson. The method of Harvey et al. and Robinson can be 
implemented on any type of the method implementing the service characteristics 
including bit error rate, which is taught by Lagno et al. The motivation for using 
the method of Harvey et al. and Robinson in implementing the service 
characteristics including bit error rate is to enhance the better quality-of-service 
for transferring data in the network. 

1 0. Claims 60-62, and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harvey et al. (US 2004/0054807) in view of Robinson (US 
2003/0177263) as applied to claims 36 and 57 above, and further in view of Lahr 
et al.(US 2002/0046273). 

For claim 60, Harvey et al. and Robinson teach all the subject matter with 
the exception of pushing information from the first node to a subset of 
neighboring nodes. Lahr et al. from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, wherein the instructions cause the 
computer apparatus to push information from the first node to a subset of 
neighbouring nodes including at least one of the selected parent nodes 
(paragraph [0159] lines 1-9). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to implement the method of Lahr et al. in the system of Harvey et 
al. and Robinson. The method of Harvey et al. and Robinson can be 
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implemented on any type of the method pushing information from the first node 
to a subset of neighboring nodes, which is taught by Lahr et al. The motivation 
for using the method of Harvey et al. and Robinson in pushing information from 
the first node to a subset of neighboring nodes is to enhance the better quality-of- 
service for transferring data in the network. 

For claim 61, Harvey et al. and Robinson teach all the subject matter with 
the exception of pushing information received from the neighboring node to at 
least one of the selected parent. Lahr et al. from the same or similar field of 
endeavor teaches implementing fairness of the method, wherein the instructions 
cause the computer apparatus to push information received from a neighbouring 
node to at least one of the selected parent nodes (paragraph [0159] lines 1-9). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
the method of Lahr et al. in the system of Harvey et al. and Robinson. The 
method of Harvey et al. and Robinson can be implemented on any type of the 
method wherein the instructions cause the computer apparatus to push 
information received from a neighbouring node to at least one of the selected 
parent nodes, which is taught by Lahr et al. The motivation for using the method 
of Harvey et al. and Robinson in pushing information received from the 
neighboring node to at least one of the selected parent is to enhance the better 
quality-of-service for transferring data in the network. 

For claim 62, Harvey et al. and Robinson teach all the subject matter with 
the exception of pushing information to a node that has selected the first node as 
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a parent node. Lahr et al. from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches 
implementing fairness of the method, wherein the instructions cause the 
computer apparatus to push information to a node that has selected the first 
node as a parent node (paragraph [0159] lines 1-9). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the method of Lahr et al. in 
the system of Harvey et al. and Robinson. The method of Harvey et al. and 
Robinson can be implemented on any type of the method on pushing information 
to a node that has selected the first node as a parent node, which is taught by 
Lahr et al. The motivation for using the method of Harvey et al. and Robinson in 
pushing information to a node that has selected the first node as a parent node is 
to enhance the better quality-of-service for transferring data in the network. 

For claim 84, it is similar to claim 62. Claim 84 is rejected for the same 
reasons as to claim 62. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 20, 37, 64-66, 75, 81 , 88, and 89 are objected to as being 
dependent upon rejected base claims, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

Regarding claim 20, the prior art in single or in combination, fails to teach 
"the network wherein the third identity is determined based on which of the 
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neighbouring nodes most frequently appears in each the second identity" in 
combination with other limitation of the claim(s). 



Regarding claim 37, the prior art in single or in combination, fails to teach 
"the computer readable medium wherein the third identity is determined based on 
which of the neighbouring nodes most frequently appears in each the second 
identity" in combination with other limitation of the claim(s). 

Regarding claim 64, the prior art in single or in combination, fails to teach 
"the computer readable medium where a node update is delayed before being 
sent to a neighbor node if an update about the node has not been previously sent 
to the neighbor" in combination with other limitation of the claim(s). 

Regarding claims 65 and 66, the prior art in single or in combination, fails 
to teach "the computer readable medium where a node update is delayed before 
being sent to a neighbor node if the previous update about the node sent to the 
neighbor belongs to a predetermined class of updates" in combination with other 
limitation of the claim(s). 

Regarding claim 75, the prior art in single or in combination, fails to teach 
"the computer readable medium wherein the instructions further cause the 
computing apparatus to send route updates about the destination node on a 
relatively more frequent basis the closer that the first node is to the route 
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between the source node and the destination node" in combination with other 
limitation of the claim(s). 

Regarding claim 81 , the prior art in single or in combination, fails to teach 
"the computer readable medium wherein the instructions further cause the 
computing apparatus to communicate to other nodes that the first node wishes 
only to receive a predetermined number of updates with the highest importance 
values" in combination with other limitation of the claim(s). 

Regarding claims 88 and 89, the prior art in single or in combination, fails 
to teach "the computer readable medium wherein messages for a destination 
node are not sent to a neighbor node when the neighbor node is in a specified 
state regarding messages for the destination node" in combination with other 
limitation of the claim(s). 



Conclusion 

1 2. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Haverinen (US 2004 /0097232) is cited to show a method of handover and 
updating a tunnel from a first access device to a second access device. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to WEI ZHAO whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-5672. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 
8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 

examiner's supervisor, Dang Ton can be reached on 571-272-3171 . The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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